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Bef ore WLKINSON, KING and SHEDD, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed in part and dismssed in part by unpublished per curiam
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See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

In these consolidated appeals, Thonmas W Hofler, Jr., and
Lanont Kni ght appeal the June 12, 2003, district court order
denying their notions to reconsider. Knight also appeals fromthe
March 15, 2002, district court judgnment. We affirmin part and
dismss in part.

W have reviewed the record and the June 12, 2003, district
court order and find the district court did not abuse its
di scretion denying the notions to reconsider. Accordingly, we
affirm We dismss as untinely Knight's appeal fromthe March 15,
2002, order.

Parties are accorded thirty days after the entry of the
district court’s final judgnent or order to note an appeal, Fed. R
App. P. 4(a)(1)(A), unless the district court extends the appeal
period under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5) or reopens the appeal period

under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6). This appeal period is “nmandatory

and jurisdictional.” Browder v. Director, Dep’'t of Corr., 434 U. S.

257, 264 (1978) (quoting United States v. Robinson, 361 U S. 220,

229 (1960)).
The district court’s order was entered on the docket on March
15, 2002. The notice of appeal was filed on July 10, 200S3.
Accordi ngly, because Knight failed to file a tinely notice of
appeal or to obtain an extension or reopeni ng of the appeal period,

we dismss his appeal from the March 15, 2002, order. As for



Hofler’s and Knight's appeals from the district court’s order
denying the notion to reconsider, we affirm We deny Hofler’s
motion to clarify and the notions by Hofler and Knight for a copy
of the transcript produced at governnent expense. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED | N PART; DI SM SSED | N PART




